MINUTES - FACULTY SENATE CALLED MEETING, NOVEMBER 30, 1988
The called meeting of Faculty Senate was brought to order by
Chairman Rufus G. Fellers at 3:34 p.m. He announced the sole
purpose of the meeting was to consider a draft of a resolution
made in response to documents circulated by the Commission on
Higher Education (CHE). Fellers informed Faculty Senate that
Mr. Fred Sheheen, Commissioner, CHE requested to be present at
this meeting. He noted that only this body can invite outside
guests, not the Chair nor the President.
Professor Herr (BIOL) moved that Mr. Sheheen be invited to
attend a Faculty Senate meeting early in 1989. There was no
discussion and the motion passed.
Fellers asked the President to speak to the background of
the called meeting.
President James B. Holderman thanked the Faculty Advisory
and Senate Steering Committees for asking the Chair to call this
special meeting. He spoke to several points which he believes
would identify the concerns of the University to the documents
before CHE. [Secretary's note: These documents had been distributed to faculty earlier in the week.]
1.

The speed with which CHE is acting is a concern. The University could not react to CHE documents until they were
mailed on October 28, 1988. The CHE Advisory Council on
Planning met on November 4, 1988. We had people at that
meeting who suggested wording and substantive changes in
the document but no changes were made. Based on this information, the Provost met with Faculty Advisory and Faculty
Senate Steering Committees on November 21, 1988 and it was
agreed to call this meeting. The President then pointed
out other concerns.

2.

The extraordinary fast timing of the process itself. It is
felt that more time is needed to obtain input from this body
and similar bodies on other campuses. When CHE meets tomorrow
(December 1, 1988), we will ask for more time to deliberate
the document.

3.

The situation of governance versus coordination is also a
concern. He then asked the Provost to explain our concerns
in greater detail.
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Provost Smith pointed out the document distributed was actually
in two parts, one, the planning prospectus which establishes a
timetable leading to the submission of a statewide master plan
for higher education to the General Assembly in January, 1990.
The second is a set of guidelines for institutional effectiveness.
These were not unexpected as they were previewed by "The Cutting
Edge" legislation. However, we did not anticipate the short amount
of time we would have to react to them or the unresponsiveness of
the Commission staff to our concerns including the prescriptiveness
of the guidelines.
The Provost used item 12 of the guidelines as an example by
noting that in cooperation with Clemson University we had released
our last three NCAA academic reports. These provide basically the
same information that would be requested by CHE except that the
data is not broken down by race. We both have serious concerns
about releasing that information and the American Council on Education and the NCAA have registered objection to breaking down
academic performance by race.
The Provost noted that we are preparing a self-study document
necessary for reaffirmation of our accreditation by the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) in 1991. That document
is to be completed in May 1990 and will depend on the extensive
participation of the faculty. The CHE schedule calls for submission
by the schools planning information by April 1989 and this would
not allow for the necessary extensive faculty involvement. The
question seems to be "do they want a plan based on institutional
information gathered by April 1989 or do they want the best plan
which could be submitted at a later date?"
The Provost stated "I submit to you that is not a process that
can be done with any degree of validity and reliability by April,
1989. SACS does not tell us what goals we will have and what
measures we will use. To some extent this is what CHE is doing in
these guidelines. We do not object to all the guidelines and some
are quoted directly out of the SACS guidelines. We do not want
CHE to overturn the planning process. We will do a study on institutional effectiveness in any event because SACS mandates this for
reaffirmation of accreditation. What we will ask CHE to do is
provide additional time, preferably 60 days, during which representatives of the institutions of higher education will have the
opportunity to meet with staff members of CHE. We would raise
our legitimate concerns including the fundamental one that time
be allowed for an appropriate role of the faculty in working out
implementing guidelines for institutional effectiveness and establishing a plan for the University."
The Provost noted that Professor John Freeman (LAW) had been
asked to review the CHE documents from a faculty perspective and
a legal perspective. He has also been asked to attend the forthcoming CHE meeting.
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Fellers asked if there were any questions of the President or
Provost.
Professor Aylward (FORL) wanted to know if the Provost would
point out specific elements of the guidelines that wer e objectionable or in question. Provost Smith noted the problem in part of
#12.
In item #6, it says 11 entering undergraduate students must
possess certain skills to perform satisfactorily in a college or
university. 11 Does this have to do with entrance or admission requirements which are by tradition determined by the faculty? It
seems this is an area that needs clarficiation.
Professor Tucker (SOCY) asked if there was any objection to
item #5?
Provost Smith said it seemed a bit prescriptive in that it
defines a methodology of alumni follow-up. The approach we are
taking under the institutional self-study committee is to allow
the methodology to be determined by the individual colleges and
departments.
Provost Smith then attempted to answer a variety of questions
relating to the University's interpretation of the CHE document and
what we are already doing in the area of the guidelines. On a
question concerning who has the authority to develop a state-wide
master plan, he noted that this was a part of "The Cutting Edge"
legislation. However, this legislation did not alter fundamentally
the coordinative nature of the CHE.
Fellers announced the resolution distributed to the Senators
(Attachment A) was prepared immediately after the meeting of the
Faculty Advisory and Faculty Senate Steering Committees with the
Provost. Since that time three additional resolutions have been
presented to Faculty Senate Steering Committee. The committee then
decided to present one of the alternate resolutions for consideration.
Secretary Silvernail, on behalf of Faculty Senate Steering
Committee, moved the handout entitled "Faculty Senate Resolution
Draft 2. 11 This included the preamble and subsections A, B, and C
(Attachment B). Fellers corrected the first paragraph of the
resolution by changing the term 11 Director 11 !,.Q_ Commissioner.
Professor Davis (PSYC) spoke in favor of the resolution,
and also his concern over the speed with which CHE is moving. He
also noted that the SACS preparation would take 18 months of work to
do an appropriate job for them. He was also concerned that there
may be hidden motives involved.
Professor Hansen (ART) asked that the term "Commission" in
the resolution preamble be specific by changing it to 11 South Carolina Commission on Higher Education. 11

Fellers ruled that was appropriate and so ordered.
Professor Johnson (LAW) said he believed this resolution was
more conciliatory then the earlier distributed resolution and
wondered if the President or Provost had any comments.
President Holderman responded by saying that the Provost will
present our case to CHE tomorrow and thus as strong a resolution as
this body is prepared to adopt will be useful at that presentation.
Fellers asked if Professor Marshall, a member of the group that
prepared the original submission of the resolution on the floor,
to speak.
Professor Marshall (GINT) agreed the resolution under discussion
has a different tone than the one originally circulated. He felt
that the current resolution stated support for the CHE objectives,
for those that The Cutting Edge legislation set out, that the
General Assembly has adopted, and this faculty has supported over
the years. It is not the CHE we are unhappy with, but, with the
guidelines that have been proposed by the staff of another state
agency. We are asking that they be a little more modest, not in
their ambitions, but, in the methods and timetable to be used.
11

11

Professor Mercer (CHEM) moved to strike in subsection B, the
phrase 11 to coincide with the previously established schedule of the
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools.
The motion was
seconded. Following discussion, the motion to amend was passed.
11

Professor Smith (HIST) objected to the speed which he felt
the Faculty Senate was being forced to take on a resolution just
received. He felt we did not have adequate time to read and digest
either the CHE documents or the resolution before us.
Unidentified Senator moved to delete in subsection A the
phrase "of their own devising, wfiTch they lack sufficient knowledge,
experience and authority to prescribe. 11 The motion to amend was
seconded and passed with no discussion.
Professor Lynn (ENGL) moved to end subsection C with a period
after the first University and to delete the rest of the subsection:
with no discussion, the motion to amend was passed.
Professor Freeman (LAW) noted the resoulution as it now stands
takes a conciliatory approach with the desire to work together
constructively. But, he also said, it appears that the faculty
has some doubts as to whether the guidelines and the prospectus
make sense and are something to which we should subscribe. He
also wondered about where we stood with the resolution in terms
of a specific time extension.
Fellers responded that subsection B directly addressed the
timetable extension. There was no further discussion and the
amended resolution was passed by voice vote.
Meeting was adjourned at 4:55 p.m.
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